Dear Hal, 


3/24/70 


Paul sent me a transcript of the appearance of Judy Bonner on TPftLI. 

Heal gushy, li!ce diahhrea. If there is one tfho of the sycophants 'mows least of 
what has anrearsd, what is in the official record, it is Judy. She has the 
traditional ?.r. attitude (if you do not yet have the bo-k, she is no longer a 
"reporter"- If she aver was - but is in the p. r. business) : she doesn f t care. 

So, she says what she pleases add decides that what sue wants to be is. Thus ner 
J?8p i3 all new to aar because sue knows nothing, aence everything is new ana 
because she wills it that way, this suiting ner purposes. 

hi s is noo to sey triers is no value in her book. Because she knew nothing 
and had to get what she did ttave from others, where she reflects the beliefs and 
statements of these others there may bo some value, toe question tnere being h r 
questionable ability to accurately reflect then. I have written Paul about this. 

But the things she singled out on that broadcast can be a fun thing: 
the mistakes of others. With me it can be fine, for what 3 ae says I do not nave, 
wnich makes me erroneous, the 'Morrell bit, is exactly what I do have at. the point 
she cites! And what one criticizes Lane for 3aying is what she also says. I have 
these noted in an unanswered letter I wrote her in Feb. Paul has a copy, she knew 
these things before she broadcast, which is also traditional among her professions). 

uhnt dd>es into 2 ’ eat me about ner is that she appears to nave been making 
a live broadcast, wuich indicates there is some advertising money behind her. For 
_that book? hardly strictly commercial. I am aware that she could" be aoin^, this on 
her own. But with such a lousy book, I interested in the extent of p.r. effort 
behind it. It *s being distributed by Roberts 1 publisher, so it has a background. 

I am not suggesting it is important to answer her, or even worthwhile, though for 
your own locsl purposes it may be. 

If she does any of the better 3hows, I’d be interested in knowing which. 

And if any answer should be made, and if you do not want to. I’ll be glad to. How- 
ever, I usually ignore this kind of claptrap these days, for I think noc-onstriictive 
purpose is now served by taking time for them, generally speaking. I’ve not asked 
SBS for time t^ respond to their puff for ’’Special Unit Senator", for example. 

Nor do I know the kind of or extent of audience KXHI has. Offhand, I 
presume it is little or none. But, this kind of thing, where you can be so over- 
whelming in refutation, where the ridicule can be eo powerful (as in the alleged 
skill and science of tnenpolice in picking Oswald upj)), can provide you the means 
of attracting people to ynur group, if you still maintain it. 


Nothing new here. The only good attention fay suit got is from Joe, in 
advance. It was about completely suppressed elsewhere. Which is a disappointment, 
for it means the press is much more aisnonesc thanl’d believed, much more tie 
willing, cpontsneous creature of government. However, I plod ahead on ottehs and 
I am ready to go to trial on this dsrifts one, and subject to my lawyer’s aporovel, 
plan to subpena two present cabinet members and one former, which rney attract a 
little attention to it. 


Haven’t heard from or of the Whites for a while. Give them my best. 


Sincerely, 


